As the articles in this issue of the journal exemplify, the terrain of spirituality is extraordinarily diverse: from Australia to Mexico, from aesthetics and gender to Welsh and Catholic schooling, from peak experiences to relational connectedness. One article in this issue examines the question of what we mean when we talk of spirituality and offers the idea of re-conceptualizing it. In this editorial I wish to take up that theme.
Spirituality and expressions of it can be manifested in very different contexts and conceptualized within radically opposed frames of reference. Here is my first example of this phenomenon:
I would free children from being indoctrinated with the religion of their parents or their community. I would like to free everyone from the assumption you have to be religious in order to be a decent person or to be moral (MacAskill, 2007, October 1, p. 3) I don't think you need many guesses to alight on the fact that this is Richard Dawkins speaking, as he unveils his Atheists Out Campaign at the Atheist Alliance convention in Virginia, USA.
Is this to do with spirituality? I think so, though Dawkins might not want to own the term, because he might well think of it as having religious connotations. But isn't that part of the problem? It seems to me that being decent and moral as a person implies certain convictions and qualities that spill over from the moral into the spiritual; having deeply held convictions and beliefs, such as Dawkins' references to freedom, provides an example here.
Dawkins also states, with reference to American atheists, Certainly this does not amount to a spiritually nurturing environment, and a climate of fear might well be understood as the reverse of a climate of freedom. At the same time, I read of the Burmese situation, in which … A crowd of around 100 protesters were baton charged and beaten by security forces … [and] There were reports yesterday of possibly thousands of monks being rounded up and taken from monasteries to a temporary detention camp. (McVeigh, 2007, September 30, p. 2) In the same article is a caption below a photo highlighting world concern: 'A Burmese woman and her daughter at a candlelight vigil held last night in Seoul, South Korea, as a peaceful protest against the military crackdown' (McVeigh, 2007, September 30, p. 2) . In this case the Buddhist monks were the initiators of peaceful opposition against oppression. In both cases children are implicated in the situation with reference to their future socialisation and education. In both cases freedom and fear figure largely, and also hope and courage. In trying to answer these questions I am left with the feeling that spirituality, rather than being defined (which is, of course, the prerogative of a group in power), needs to be weighed in relation to the extent that freedom, hope, and courage are nurtured and expressed, and against the extent that fear and repression result. For children and young people the effects of these different influences in their formative life will be lasting into adulthood. Therefore, rather than think in terms of the appropriate domain or conceptualization for spirituality and spiritual development, we need instead to think in terms of the social environments that will best guarantee the growth of certain capacities, freedom, hope, courage, in balance with the diminution of negative potential, fear and repression.
But if we were to pursue this line of enquiry it would not just build bridges but also result in hard judgement, not least in the way we interpret 'sacred texts', whether religious or secular. For example, while sympathising with Dawkins' view we would necessarily become judgemental if it resulted in repression of the freedoms of others. However, a second type of judgement is required within which repressive ideological restrictions are denounced per se: those of the Burmese junta and those that refuse the equal rights and status of homosexuals within the Anglican and other Christian Churches, in relation to bishoprics and marriage. What I have said so far does not allow us to draw an easy line of accord, but opens up other lines of conflict. Are we prepared to oppose ideological and faith fault lines for the sake of new spiritual reference points? Are we prepared to re-examine 'scriptural' interpretations for the sake of new conversations across hitherto-uncrossed boundaries? Is there a new territory to be staked out, a 'coming in' that is a result of a 'coming out' that is both inclusive but vulnerable? Does this territory take us beyond moral and religious education into a newly prescribed domain for spiritual discourse? Hopefully, I look forward to debate on these matters through your responses.
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How does this affect the spiritual development of young people? The messages we give are the values received, or rejected. Better to give them the opportunity to engage in this conversation than learn a catechism based on isolationist tendencies. Clive Erricker Email: clive.erricker@btinternet.com
